
 

 

  

FINAL FINDINGS AND DECISION BY THE DESIGN 

COMMISSION RENDERED ON April 19, 2018  
 

CASE FILE NUMBER : LU  17 -107667  DZM     
 PC # 16 -280945  
 Alder.9th  
 

BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF :  Benjamin Nielsen  503 -823 -7812  / 
Benjamin.Nielsen@portlandoregon.gov  
 

The Design Commission has approved a proposal in your neighborhood.  This document is only 

a summary of the decision. The reasons for the decision , including the written response to the 

approval criteria and to public comments received on this a pplication,  are included in the 

version located on the BDS website  http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429 . 
Click on the District Coalition then scroll to the relevant Neigh bor hood, and case number.  If 

you disagree wit h the decision, you can appeal.  Information on how to do so is includ ed at the 

end of this decision.  
 

GENERAL INFORMATION  
 

Applicant/  Robert Thompson |  TVA Architec ts Inc  

Representative:  920 SW 6th Ave, Ste 1500 | Portland, OR 97204  

bobt@tvaaarchitects.com  | (503) 220 -0668  
 

Owners:   Brad Hosmar & Vic Remmers |  VWR Developm ent  
3300 NW Yeon Ave, Suite 100 | Portland, OR 97210  

 

Owner on Record:  Alder 8 Apartments LLC  

PO Box 61426 | Vancouver, WA 98666  
 

Site Address:  820 SE ALDER ST  
 

Legal Description:  BLOCK 179  LOT 5 -8 TL 3700  LAND & IMPS SEE R150344 

(R226511381) FOR B ILLBOARD, EAST PORTLAND  

Tax Account No.:  R226511380  

State ID No.:  1S1E02BB  03700  

Quarter Section:  3131  
 

Neighborhood:  Buckman, contact Rick Johnson at rickjohnson77@comcast.net  

Business District:  Central Eastside Industrial Council, contact ceic@ceic.cc.  

District Coalition:  Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503 -232 -0010.  
 

Plan District:  Central City - Central Eastside  

Zoning:  EXd ð Central Employment with Design Overlay  
 

Case Type:  DZM ð Design Review with Modifications  

Procedure:  Type III ð with a  public hearing before the Design Commission.  The 

decision of the Design Commission can be appealed to City Council.  
 

Proposal:  
The applicant requests Design Review  for a proposed nine -story retail and multi -dwelling 

residential mixed -use building in th e Central Eastside Subdistrict of the Central City Plan 

District. The proposal includes 176 dwelling units in the upper stories of the proposed building 
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and approximately 5,350 square feet of retail on the ground floor along SE Morrison St and SE 

9 th  Ave. A residential lobby faces the corner of SE 9 th  Ave & SE Alder St, and a combined 
parking and loading garage with 62 parking spaces faces  SE Alder St. Primary building 

cladding will be brick, metal panels, and vinyl or  aluminum windows.  
 

Four Modifications  to zoning code development standards are requested:  

1) 33.140.210.B.2, Height standard : To allow rooftop mechanical equipment, mechanical 

screening, stairwells, and elevator overruns to be located at up to 0õ-0ó from the roof 
edgesñwhich is less than the req uired 15õ-0ó to the roof edgesñto allow the area 

covered to exceed the maximum allowed 10% of roof area coverage, and to allow the 

mechanical screen and stairwells to exceed the height limit by 10õ-6ó, rather than the 

maximum allowed 10õ-0ó. 

2) 33.140.230, Gr ound Floor Windows in the EX Zone : To allow ground floor windows 

facing SE Alder Street and that meet the standard to cover 44.4 % of the length ground 
level wall, rather than the required 50%.  

3) 33.266.130.F.2, Parking space and aisle dimensions : To allow th e proposed mechanical 

parking spaces to be less than the required 8õ-6ó in width at their openings to 

accommodate structural supports for the mechanical parking system.  

4) 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks : To allow proposed long -term bicycle parking racks, 
hun g vertically on the wall, to be spaced at 1õ-6ó with a vertical stagger of 8ó rather than 

the required 2õ-0ó. 
 

Exceptions to the Window Projections into Public Right -of-Way Code Guide (OSSC/32/#1) are 

also requested. The applicant requests to exceed the ma ximum allowed width from 12õ-0ó to up 

to 12õ-7ó on the south elevation and up to 22õ-7.5ó on the east elevation and to waive the 
requirement for windows on the side walls of each projection.  
 

Design Review is required for proposed new construction and for requested Modifications to 

development standards in the Design Overlay zones of the Central City Plan District and for 

requested exceptions to the Window Projections into Right -of-Way Code Guide.  
 

Approval Criteria:  
In order to be approved, this proposal m ust comply with the approval criteria of Title 33, 

Portland Zoning Code.  The applicable approval criteria are:  

Á Central City Fundamental Design 

Guidelines  

Á 33.825.040, Modifications That Will 
Better Meet Design Review Requirements  

 

Á Special Guidelines for t he 

Design Zone of the Central 

Eastside District of the Central 
City Plan  

 

ANALYSIS  
 

Site and Vicinity:  The subject site comprises one half block in the Central Eastside 

Subdistrict, at the south edge of a portion of the industrial sanctuary. The site has existing 

development consisting of a three -story wood -clad warehouse structure and a basement level 

that extends under the sidewalks along both SE 9 th  Ave [City Bikeway, local service all other 
modes]  and SE Alder St [local service all modes].  Nearby devel opment includes historic two - to 

four -story retail, commercial, and mixed -use structures, including the landmark Grand Central 
Public Market building directly across SE Morrison St [Major City Traffic Street, Community 
Main Street, Major Transit Priority S treet, City Bikeway, City Walkway, Major Emergency 
Response Street] . Nearby development also includes several recently -constructed or under -

construction mid -rise mixed -use buildings. Single -story warehouses are typical in the 

industrial area to the immedia te north of the site. The site lies within a freight district.  
 

Zoning: The Central Employment  (EX) zone allows mixed uses and is intended for areas in the 
center of the City that have predominantly industrial -type development.  The intent of the zone 

is t o allow industrial and commercial uses which need a central location.  Residential uses are 
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allowed, but are not intended to predominate or set development standards for other uses in 

the area.  
 

The òdó overlay promotes the conservation and enhancement of areas of the City with special 

historic, architectural or cultural value. New development and exterior modifications to existing 

development are subject to design review. This is achieved through the creation of design 

districts and applying the Design Ove rlay Zone as part of community planning projects, 

development of design guidelines for each district, and by requiring design review.  In addition, 
design review ensures that certain types of infill development will be compatible with the 

neighborhood and enhance the area.  
 

The Central City Plan District  implements the Central City Plan and other plans applicable to 

the Central City area. These other plans include the Downtown Plan, the River District Plan, 

the University District Plan, and the Central City  Transportation management Plan. The 
Central City plan district implements portions of these plans by adding code provisions which 

address special circumstances existing in the Central City area. The site is within the Central 

Eastside Subdistrict of this plan district.  
 

Land Use History:   City records indicate that prior land use cases include:  

Á EA 16 -153300 PC  ð Cancelled pre -application conference for a proposed new mixed -
use, 7 -story residential building with rooftop terrace.  

Á EA 16 -280945 PC  ð Pre-applic ation conference for a proposed new mixed -use, 6 -story 

building.  

Á EA 17 -107667 DA  ð Design Advice Request hearing for a proposed 7 -story, 75 -foot tall 

mixed -use building with 163 studio and one bedroom units over ground floor retail.  
 

Agency Review:   A òNotice of proposal in Your Neighborhoodó was mailed January 30, 2018 .   
 

The Water Bureau  responded with comments about available water service to the site and with 

no objections:  Please see Exhibit E -1 for additional details.  
 

The Site Development Section o f BDS  responded with comments about permitting 

requirements, existing septic systems, erosion control, and with no objections to the proposal:  
Please see Exhibit E -2 for additional details.  
 

The Life Safety Section of BDS  responded with general life safet y comments. Please see Exhibit 

E-3 for additional details.  
 

The Fire Bureau  responded with a comment stating that a separate building permit is required, 
and that all applicable Fire Code requirements shall apply at the time of permit review and 

developmen t:  Please see Exhibit E -4 for additional details.  
 

The Bureau of Transportation Engineering  responded with no objections and with comments 

about permitting requirements:  Please see Exhibit E -5 for additional details.  
 

Since the first hearing, a revised s ite plan has been submitted showing underground utility 
vaults. The applicants have submitted an application for PBOT UVE approval, but this has not yet 
been granted. Since there is no space on -site on which to locate the transformer, the UVE 
application i s likely to be approved. Were PBOT to recommend moving the transformer to another 
location adjacent to the site, it would likely have little impact since the electrical room is 

underground. If any exterior alterations are required as part of such a move, a  follow -up design 
review may be needed.  
 

The Bureau of Parks -Forestry Division  responded with a comment stating that additional street 

trees are required to meet their standards and requested the following conditions of approval:   

1.  Planting locations along  SE Alder St and SE 9 th  Ave are maximized.  

a. Conceptual drawings show that a water meter is being placed in a planting 

location along SE 9 th  Ave.  Move this water meter to be between planting spaces 

in order to allow for street tree density for SE 9 th  Ave to  be met (total of 7 trees).  
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b.  Conceptual drawings do not show density being met along SE Alder St along the 

frontage east of the proposed driveway.  Two additional street trees can be 

placed along this frontage.  Please show two new planting locations proper ly 

spaced along this frontage.  

2.  Fee in Lieu of planting of $750 required for lost street tree planting space along SE 

Alder St where the driveway is. Payment to be made prior to final LU approval.  
 

Please see Exhibit E -6 for additional details.  
 

The applica nts have revised the site plan to show an underground utility vault in the SE Alder St 
right -of-way under the sidewalk since the original submittal. This may preclude the placement of 
trees in the right -of-way in this location. The revised site plan still shows 6 trees along SE 9 th Ave, 
and additional trees may be required through the permitting process. Addition or removal of 
street trees during permitting will likely not impact the design review approval; however, if 
exterior alterations are required, a f ollow -up design review will also be required.  
 

The Bureau of Environmental Services  responded with comments stating that BES does not 

recommend approval of the proposal. The proposed stormwater facilities do not meet BES 

requirements and must either be red esigned, or a Special Circumstance application must be 

filed and approved prior to approval of the proposed design review application. Please see 

Exhibit E -7 for additional details.  
 

The applicants have not yet demonstrated to BES that the proposed stormwa ter facilities will 
meet BES requirements and have not yet applied for a Special Circumstance application. Since all 
proposed stormwater facilities are located on the roof, any exterior alterations required to meet 
BES requirements would be confined to the se two roof areas and would likely consist of either 
conversion of existing planters to intensive stormwater planters or installation of extensive 
ecoroof. Impacts to the approved design would likely be limited and unlikely to affect findings 
recommending approval for guidelines addressing integration of elements on the roof (Guidelines 
C5 ð Design for Coherency and C11 ð Integrate Roofs and Use Rooftops). Were any alterations 
required by BES to affect the proposalõs response to these guidelines, follow-up design review 
approval would be required.  
 

Staff has forwarded all received comments to the applicants.  
 

Neighborhood Review:   A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on January 

30, 2018 .   

One written response has  been received from either th e Neighborhood Association or notified 

property owners in response to the proposal.  
 

1.  Martha Koerner and Bill Dieter, 02/22/2018, email with concerns about proposal and 

discussion about background of their property at 939 SE Alder. Concerns include lack 

of industrial character, height of the building, lack of affordable housing, recessed 

storefronts, and request for maker spaces and galleries along SE Alder St.  
 

Procedural History:  

Á A pre -application conference for the proposal was held on January 5, 2017.  

Á The land use review  application was submitted on January 19, 2017.  

Á An application for a separate , optional  Design Advice Request hearing (EA 17 -107653 

DA) was also received on January 19, 2017.  

Á The applicant signed a waiver of rights to a 120 -day review peri od and requested a de 
novo/evidentiary hearing upon appeal on January 19, 2017.  

Á An incomplete application letter was sent by BDS on February 17, 2017.  

Á An optional Design Advice Request hearing (EA 17 -107653 DA) was scheduled for April 

6, 2018. This hearing  was then rescheduled to March 23, 2018, since an earlier date 

become available on the Design Commission agenda. A subsequent continued hearing 

for another case required rescheduling the hearing again , back to the original date of 
April 6, 2018.  
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Á The applic ant then requested a continued, optional Design Advice Request hearing (EA 

17 -107653 DA), which was scheduled for June 1, 2017. On May 17, 2017, the applicant 
requested to delay that hearing, which was then rescheduled to, and held on , July 6, 

2017.  

Á The ap plicant requested to deem the application complete  on July 7, 2017 and then on 

July 10, 2017 requested to place the application on hold pending additional design 

revisions.  

Á A r evised drawing set  was received on January 4, 2018, and payment of fees for the 
modification requests was received  on January 1 6, 2018.  

Á Design Commission hearing scheduled and held on February 22, 2018.  

Á Continued Design Commission hearing scheduled and held on April 19, 2018.  
 

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA  
 

(1) DESIGN REVIEW (33.825)  
 

Cha pter 33.825 Design Review  

Section 33.825.010 Purpose of Design Review  
Design review ensures that development conserves and enhances the recognized special design 

values of a site or area.  Design review is used to ensure the conservation, enhancement, and 

continued vitality of the identified scenic, architectural, and cultural values of each design 

district or area.  Design review ensures that certain types of infill development will be 

compatible with the neighborhood and enhance the area.  Design review i s also used in certain 
cases to review public and private projects to ensure that they are of a high design quality.  
 

Section 33.825.055, Design Review Approval Criteria  

A design review application will be approved if the review body finds the applicant to  have 

shown that the proposal complies with the design guidelines for the area.   
 

Findings:   The site is designated with design overlay zoning (d), therefore the proposal 
requires Design Review approval.  Because the site is located generally within the C entral 

City Plan District, the applicable design guidelines are the Central City Plan Fundamental 

Design Guidelines. As the site is also specifically located within the Design Zone of the 

Central Eastside District, the Special Design Guidelines for the Des ign Zone of the 

Central Eastside District of the Central City Plan also apply.  
 

Special Design Guidelines for the Design Zone of the Central Eastside District of 

the Central City Plan and Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines  

The Central Eastside is a unique neighborhood. The property and business owners are proud 

of the districtõs heritage and service to the community and region. Light industry, 

distribution/warehousing, and transportation are important components of the districtõs 

personality. To th e general public, retail stores and commercial businesses provide the central 
focus within the district.  
 

The underlying urban design objective for the Central Eastside is to capitalize on and 

emphasize its unique assets in a manner that is respectful, su pportive, creative and compatible 

with each area as a whole. Part of the charm and character of the Central Eastside District, 

which should be celebrated, is its eclectic mixture of building types and uses. An additional 
strength, which should be built on,  is the pattern of pedestrian friendly retail uses on Grand 

Avenue, East Burnside and Morrison Streets, as well as portions of 11 th  and 12 th  Avenues.  
 

The Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines focus on four general categories. (A) Portland 

Personality , addresses design issues and elements that reinforce and enhance Portlandõs 

character. (B) Pedestrian Emphasis, addresses design issues and elements that contribute to 
a successful pedestrian environment. (C) Project Design,  addresses specific building 

characteristics and their relationships to the public environment. (D) Special Areas, provides 

design guidelines for the four special areas of the Central City.  
 

Central Eastside Design Goals  
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The following goals and objectives define the urban design vision  for new development 

and other improvements in the Central Eastside  

¶ Encourage the special distinction and identity of the design review areas of the 
Central Eastside District.  

¶ Provide continuity between the Central Eastside and the Lloyd District.  

¶ Provide continuity between the Central Eastside and the river, downtown, and 
adjacent residential neighborhoods.  

¶ Enhance the safety, convenience, pleasure, and comfort of pedestrians.  
 

Central City Plan Design Goals  

This set of goals are those developed to guide d evelopment throughout the Central City. They 

apply within all of the Central City policy areas. The nine goals for design review within the 

Central City are as follows:  
1.  Encourage urban design excellence in the Central City;  

2.  Integrate urban design and prese rvation of our heritage into the development process;  

3.  Enhance the character of the Central Cityõs districts; 

4.  Promote the development of diversity and areas of special character within the Central 

City;  
5.  Establish an urban design relationship between the Cen tral Cityõs districts and the 

Central City as a whole;  

6.  Provide  for a pleasant, rich and diverse pedestrian experience for pedestrians;  

7.  Provide for the humanization of the Central City through promotion of the arts;  

8.  Assist in creating a 24 -hour Central City  which is safe, humane and prosperous ;  

9.  Ensure that new development is at a human scale and that it relates to the scale and 
desired character of its setting and the Central City as a whole . 

 

Staff has considered all guidelines and has addressed only those  guidelines considered 
applicable to this project.  
 

A1.  Integrate the River.  Orient architectural and landscape elements including, but not 
limited to, lobbies, entries, balconies, terraces, and outdoor areas to the Willamette River and 

greenway. Develop accessways for pedestrians that provide connections to the Willamette River 

and greenway.  
 

Findings:   

Á West-facing units have windows that provide view opportunities to the river.  
Á Some west -facing units have balconies, affording views to the river.  

Á The ro oftop terrace also provides visual connections to the river.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

A2.  Emphasize Portland Themes.  When provided, integrate Portland -related themes with the 

developmentõs overall design concept. 
A2 -1.  Recognize Transportation  Modes, Produce, and Commerce as Primary 

Themes of East Portland. Recognize and incorporate East Portland themes into a 

project design, when appropriate.    
 

Findings for A2 & A2 -1:   These guidelines are partially met by:  

Á Large areas of ground floor retail,  and accommodation for possible restaurant 
space, along SE Morrison and SE 9th continue the retail/commerce theme in 

district.  

Á Recesses at some retail bays allow room for outdoor commercial activity while the 

storefront windows along SE Morrison St have be en brought closer to the street to 

better reflect the character of ground level retail elsewhere on the street.  
 

Staff had originally recommended adding a small active use space capable of supporting a 

small -scale industrial or commercial use at the wester nmost window, which looks into 

the parking garage, along SE Alder St. The Design Commission found at the April 19, 
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2018 hearing that this would likely not be a successful space, due to the constrained size, 

and therefore, was not necessary to meet these gu idelines.  
 

Therefore, these guidelines are met  
 

A4.  Use Unifying Elements.  Integrate unifying elements and/or develop new features that 

help unify and connect individual buildings and different areas.   
 

Findings:    
Á Improvements in the right -of-way  will i nclude street trees and standard city 

components  found throughout the district, connecting the new development to the 

rest of the surrounding streetscape .  

Á The r etail streetscape with canopies along SE Morrison St, SE 9 th  Ave, and SE 

Alder St will reflect both the historic and emerging Central Eastside  street 

character.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

A5.  Enhance, Embellish, and Identify Areas. Enhance an area by reflecting the local 

character within the right -of-way. Embellish an area by integrating e lements in new 

development that build on the areaõs character. Identify an areaõs special features or qualities 
by integrating them into new development.  
 

C3-1.  Design to Enhance Existing Themes in the District.  Look to buildings from 

throughout the distr ict for contextual precedent. Innovation and creativity are encouraged in 

design proposals, which enhance overall district character.  
 

C4.  Complement the Context of Existing Buildings.  Complement the context of existing 
buildings by using and adding to th e local design vocabulary.  
 

Findings for A5, C3 -1, & C4: These guidelines are partially met by:  

Á The brick -clad , storefront -lined ground level, which relates to nearby storefront 

development of older buildings along SE Morrison St and newer, taller mixed -us e 

developments  in the district .  
Á Metal canopies are a common condition  within the district and are included in 

this proposal .  

Á The grid pattern on the upper stories of this proposal relates to larger warehouses 

in the district ñin particular, the Olympic Mi lls building, which the applicants 

reference .  
Á Both historic and new development s within the district are  clad with masonry or 

metal panel.  

Á Storefront windows along the ground floor, some of which are recessed creating 

additional space along the sidewalk. This also serves as a contemporary 

interpretation of more -historic storefronts and entries in the district ñparticularly 

those found along SE Morrison Street.  
 

These guidelines could be better met by:  

Á Removing the proposed vertical projecting sign on the ea st elevation 

(Exhibits C.46 & C.48), which is attached to the lobby and is very large in 

scale and placement relative to other signage in the district.  

 
With the condition of approval that the proposed vertical projecting sign on the east 
elevation shall b e removed from the proposal, these guidelines will be met.  

 

A5 -3.  Plan for or Incorporate Underground Utility Service. Plan for or Incorporate 

Underground Utility Service to development projects.  
 

Findings:  Since the first hearing, the applicants have su bmitted a revised site plan 

showing underground utility vaults under the sidewalks along SE Alder St and SE 9 th  

Ave. Though official PBOT approval has not yet been granted, were PBOT to recommend 
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moving the transformer to another location within the right -of-way adjacent to the site, it 

would likely have little impact on the buildingõs exterior since the electrical room is 
underground. Additionally, an above -ground, on -site transformer is unlikely to be 

required since the site is proposed to be fully -built out. If PBOT were to require a location 

for the transformer or the switch vault on the site or within the building, a follow -up 

design review would be needed to ensure that this guideline is met.  
 

With the condition of approval that any relocation of the t ransformer and switch vault to a 
location on the site or within the building at or above the ground floor shall be reviewed 
through a follow -up design review, this guideline will be met.   

 

A5 -4.  Incorporate Works of Art.  Incorporate works of art into deve lopment projects.  
 

Findings:  The applicants are proposing to satisfy this guideline with two works of 

art by Portland -based artist Tom Cramer.  
Á The first piece will be a large, painted mural on an east -facing, interior wall 

within the buildingõs lobby. This mural will be visible through the ground 

floor glazing along SE 9 th  Ave, as shown on the Level 1 floor plan (Exhibit 

C.12) and sheet App.13 (Exhibit C.101).  

Á The second piece is a wood relief sculpture, which is proposed to be 
attached to the buildingõs exterior, in the lobby recess, and facing SE 9 th  

Ave. Since this piece of art has not been approved by the Regional Arts and 

Culture Commission, it is considered a òsignó by City Code, and would not 

be subject to design review approval if it will be less th an 32 square feet in 

area. If it exceeds this area, a follow -up design review approval will be 

required. In either case, this piece, along with the interior mural will 
satisfactorily incorporate works of art into the development.  

Á A third art piece, by the same artist as the first two, is required through a 

Condition of Approval for Modification #2 to help offset the lack of required 

ground floor windows. The Design Commission found at the April 19, 2018 

hearing that a laser cut metal art piece in place of t he proposed windows , 
designed and constructed by the same artist,  would allow them to grant  

that  Modification request, and would also more -fully meet this guideline.  

 

Therefore, this guideline met.  
 

A5 -5.  Incorporate Water Features.  Enhance the quality o f public spaces by incorporating 
water features.  
 

Findings:  No plazas or courtyards are proposed where water features could be placed to 

enhance the quality of public space.  
 

Therefore, this guideline does not apply.  
 

A7.  Establish and Maintain a Sense of  Urban Enclosure.  Define public rights -of-

way by creating and maintaining a sense of urban enclosure.  
 

Findings : This guideline is met by:  

Á The brick -clad, storefront -lined ground level relates to nearby storefront 

development of older buildings along SE Mo rrison St and newer, taller mixed -use 
developments.  

Á Street edges of the building are articulated with recessed storefront entries, 

canopies, and upper level balconies.  

Á The proposed structure is taller than older buildings in the district but is 

consistent  in scale and height with the emerging district context , and the 

buildingõs height helps to reinforce the sense of urban enclosure along all three 
sidewalks . 

 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
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A8.  Contribute to a Vibrant Streetscape.  Integrate building s etbacks with adjacent 

sidewalks to increase the space for potential public use.  Develop visual and physical 
connections into buildingsõ active interior spaces from adjacent sidewalks.  Use 

architectural elements such as atriums, grand entries and large gr ound -level windows 

to reveal important interior spaces and activities.  
 

Findings:  This guideline is partially met by:  

Á Recessed entries along ground level , which  are designed as extensions of the 
sidewalk, increasing space for potential public use.  

Á Storefr ont windows on three street frontages which provide visual and physical 

connections into active interior spaces from the sidewalk.  

Á The d eep lobby recess which identifies and differentiates the residential entry from 

the storefront entries.  
 

After  the firs t Design Commission hearing, held on February 22, 2018, active ground 

floor uses were extended along the SE Alder Street façade to encapsulate the eastern 

portion of the parking garage on the north elevation, increasing the vibrancy of that 

street.  
 

At the  April 19, 2018 Design Commission hearing, commissioners rejected a staff 
recommendation to add another, small, ground floor active use space on the west side 

of the garage door since it would not be likely to accommodate a successful active use 

and that t he proposed lobby and office space along SE Alder St is sufficient to meet 

this guideline. Additionally, instead of approving the proposed window into the 

parking garage, the Commission required a laser cut metal art panel, as described in 

Findings for A5 -4 and Findings for Modification #2.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

B1.  Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System. Maintain a convenient access route for 

pedestrian travel where a public right -of-way exists or has existed. Develop and define the 

dif ferent zones of a sidewalk: building frontage zone, street furniture zone, movement zone, and 
the curb. Develop pedestrian access routes to supplement the public right -of-way system 

through superblocks or other large blocks.  
 

Findings:  

Á Recessed entries hel p define sidewalk frontage zone  of the sidewalk .  

Á Deep canopies help to  define sidewalk movement zone of the sidewalk.  
Á Articulation along ground floor with recessed entries, storefront windows, and 

canopies enhance the overall pedestrian  system.  
 

Therefore , this guideline is met.  
 

B2.  Protect the Pedestrian. Protect the pedestrian environment from vehicular movement. 

Develop integrated identification, sign, and sidewalk -oriented night -lighting systems that offer 
safety, interest, and diversity to the pedes trian. Incorporate building equipment, mechanical 

exhaust routing systems, and/or service areas in a manner that does not detract from the 

pedestrian environment.   
 

Findings:  This guideline is met by:  

Á 6'-0" deep canopies , which cover large areas of the sid ewalk along all three 
frontages .  

Á Louvers  above the canopies along the ground floor , which provide venting for the 

retail spaces . Their location above the canopies keeps them from directly 

impacting the pedestrian environment.  

Á Large mechanical areas propos ed on roof, which are well away from the pedestrian 
environment . 

Á Through -wall vents on the upper stories are accommodated in well -integrated 

louver systems which run in a vertical strip adjacent to the windows on all three 



Final Findings and Dec ision for   Page 10  
Case Number LU 17 -107667  DZM ð Alder.9th  

 

facades. Both their integration i nto the buildingõs architecture and their location 

on the upper stories help to protect the pedestrian environment.  
Á Integrated, under -canopy LED lighting is proposed around the perimeter of each 

canopy. These inconspicuous fixtures will provide sidewalk -or iented night -lighting 

that will help increase safety on the sidewalk.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

B4.  Provide Stopping and Viewing Places.  Provide safe, comfortable places where people can 
stop, view, socialize and rest. Ensure that these places d o not conflict with other sidewalk uses.  

 

Findings:  This guideline is met by:  

Á Recessed entries , which  are proposed along all three street frontages, allowing 

additional room for interior activities to spill out onto sidewalk.  

Á The deep  recess at residentia l lobby , which  provides  a large stopping place off the 
sidewalk for residents and guests.  

 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

B6.  Develop Weather Protection.  Develop integrated weather protection systems at the 

sidewalk -level of buildings to mitigate the effects of rain, wind, glare, shadow, reflection, and 
sunlight on the pedestrian environment.  

B6 -1.  Provide Pedestrian Rain Protection.  Rain protection is encouraged at the ground level 

of all new and rehabilitated commercial buildings located adjacent to  primary pedestrian 

routes. In required retail opportunity areas, rain protection is strongly recommended.  
 

Findings for B6 & B6 -1:  These guidelines are met by the deep canopies which are 
provided at each ground floor storefront window and storefront entry . 
 

Therefore, these guidelines are met.  
 

B7.  Integrate Barrier -Free Design.  Integrate access systems for all people with the buildingõs 

overall design concept.  
 

Findings: Accessible entries are provided to residential lobby and retail entries. Floor 

trans itions appear to be accommodated inside the building.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C1.  Enhance View Opportunities.  Orient windows, entrances, balconies and other building 

elements to surrounding points of interest and activity. Size and place new buildings to protect 
existing views and view corridors. Develop building façades that create visual connections to 

adjacent public spaces.   
 

Findings:  This guideline is partially met by:  

Á Large areas of windows on the ground floor which provide views into a nd out of 

flexible commercial/retail spaces and the residential lobby.   
o Since the first Design Commission hearing on February 22, 2018, all of the 

storefront windows have been moved closer to the sidewalk, with some up 

near the edge, to increase views into  and out of the retail and lobby spaces.  

Á Large glazed areas on the upper stories, as well as balconies, increase view 

opportunities for residents.  
 

At the April 19, 2018 Design Commission hearing, commissioners rejected a staff 

recommendation to add anothe r, small, ground floor active use space on the west side of 

the garage door , with storefront glazing providing views into and from this active space,  

since it would not be likely to accommodate a successful active use. Instead  of approving 

the proposed win dow with views into the parking garage, the Commission required a laser 
cut metal art screen , as described in Findings for A5 -4 and Findings for Modification #2 , 

with would provide more interest and activity along the ground level on SE Alder St . 
 

With a c ondition of approval requiring that a laser -cut metal art screen design ed by the 
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same artist as other work in the building shall be installed in place of the proposed 

storefront windows to the west of the garage door along SE Alder Street , this guideline w ill 
be met.  

 

C1-1.  Integrate Parking.  

a.  Integrate parking in a manner that is attractive and complementary to the site and its 

surroundings.  

b.  Design parking garage exteriors to visually respect and integrate with adjacent buildings and 
environment.  

Findin gs: Parking is enclosed within the building . Itõs integration has been improved 

since the first Design Commission hearing, held on February 22, 2018, with the extension 

of active ground floor uses the SE Alder Street façade , to more -fully encapsulate the 

eastern portion of the parking  garage on the north elevation. This better integrates  the 

parking in a manner that is attractive and complementary to the siteõs surroundings. 
 

At the April 19, 2018 Design Commission hearing, commissioners rejected a staff 

recommendation to add another, small, ground floor active use space on the west side of 

the garage door, with storefront glazing providing views into and from this active space, 

since it would not be likely to accommodate a successful active use. Instead of approving 

the proposed window with views into the parking garage, the Commission required a laser 
cut metal art screen, as described in Findings for A5 -4 and Findings for Modification #2, 

with would provide more interest and activity along the ground level  on SE Alder St  and 

would help to more -fully integrate the structured parking with the rest of the building . 
 

Finally, t he proposed overhead door should be primarily composed of translucent panels 

rather than the majority opaque panels proposed. The Design  Commission found at the 
February 22, 2018 hearing that this would better integrate parking in a manner that is 

attractive and complementary to the site and its surroundings. The panels currently 

proposed as ventilation panels could remain.  
 

With a conditi on of approval requiring that a laser -cut metal art screen designed by the 
same artist as other work in the building shall be installed in place of the proposed 
storefront windows to the west of the garage door along SE Alder Street; and,  
 

With a conditio n of approval requiring that the proposed overhead door shall be composed 
primarily of translucent panels, this guideline will be met.  

 

C2.  Promote Quality and Permanence in Development.  Use design principles and building 
materials that promote quality an d permanence.  
 

Findings:  Proposed materials appear to be of high quality. These include:  

Á Full -size Norman brick with a dark gray color.  

Á Ribbed metal panels, proposed at 24 -gauge, but with a narrow pitch, which will 

help to limit or eliminate pillowing and  oil -canning. Various sites around the city 
incorporate this system, and it appears to be installed and functioning well. The 

proposed Kynar 500 finish is also of high -quality.  

Á Flat metal aluminum panels backed with a metal honeycomb structure and 

proposed  at 24 -gauge. No sample has been provided, so it is difficult to ascertain 

the overall rigidity of the system. Since the system is also available in 22 -gauge, a 

condition of approval requiring that thicker gauge (pending a physical sample and 
case studies where this material has been used) will help to reduce the likelihood 

of pillowing or oil -canning. The proposed Kynar 500 finish is also of high -quality.  

Á Two window options are proposed for the upper stories: one is a commercial -grade 

aluminum window syste m. The other is a commercial -grade vinyl system with 

internal steel reinforcement from Rehau. Both are high -quality systems, though 
each presents different challenges, too. The proposed vinyl windowsõ black color is 

merely applied over a white vinyl substr ate, which could become exposed with 

weathering and wear. The aluminum system likely has a more -durable finish; 
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however, the profile of the window proposed is much less articulated than the 

vinyl window system.  
Á The aluminum storefront system and overhead R ytec door proposed at the ground 

level appear to be quality systems.  

Á The proposed porcelain tile at the ground floor spurred some debate at the first 

Design Commission hearing on February 22, 2018. Some commissioners found 

that the material would be resili ent, well -integrated, and, furthermore, easy to 

clean. Others were concerned about its durability. Though no large detail has 
been provided, wall sections appear to indicate that it will be attached on a solid 

backing, which should ensure its durability.  
 

Supporting typical details found in Exhibits C.50 through C.57  also demonstrate that the 

proposed building will be constructed in a way that promotes quality and permanence.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C5.  Design for Coherency. Integrate the diffe rent building and design elements including, 

but not limited to, construction materials, roofs, entrances, as well as window, door, sign, and 

lighting systems, to achieve a coherent composition.  
 

Findings:  This guideline is partially met by:  
Á The overall bu ilding concepts of a brick and glazed retail storefront base with an 

upper story grid system is clear and contextual. Furthermore, the Design 

Commission expressed support for this concept at the second DAR hearing and 

again at the first design review heari ng held on February 22, 2018.  

Á The Design Commission also found at the February 22, 2018 hearing that the 
proposed material palette was well -composed, well -integrated, and functional.  

Á Staff originally raised concerns about potential lack of coherency with s ome 

elements of the proposal, including the open screen across the east elevation at 

the roof deck and with the width of the piers at the ground level in relation to the 

width of the grid columns of the upper stories. The Design Commission disagreed 

and fo und that both were well -integrated components ñthe former which helped to 
complete the roof form when viewed from the east and unlikely to be as 

perceptible from the west, and the latter helping to distinguish the ground floor 

from the upper stories.  
 

This guideline could be better met by:  

Á Window projections over the right -of-way remain at both the southeast and 
northeast corners of the building; however, they have been better integrated into 

the upper story grid concept than they were at the first Design Co mmission 

hearing on February 22, 2018. Though each corner now projects over only one 

right -of-way, and though each now utilizes the grid vocabulary found on the rest 

of the building, the Design Commission found at the April 19, 2018 hearing that 
the protru sion of the masses out of the building on the east and south elevations 

of the building disrupts the purity of the form of the warehouse -inspired building. 

Were these projections to be pulled back into the primary massing of the building, 

the composition o f the facades would remain essentially the same, and the overall 

massing would be improved.  The Design Commission agreed with a staff 

recommendation that a condition of approval requiring the removal of the window 
projections over the right -of-way would le ad to a more coherent design and 

required a condition of approval stating this.  
 

With the condition of approval that the proposed window projections over the right -
of-way at the southeast and northeast corners shall be removed, this guideline 
will be met.  

 

C6.  Develop Transitions between Buildings and Public Spaces.  Develop transitions between 

private development and public open space. Use site design features such as movement zones, 
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landscape elements, gathering places, and seating opportunities to develo p transition areas 

where private development directly abuts a dedicated public open space.   
 

Findings:  This guideline is met by:  

Á Recessed entries along all three street frontages, which provide a transition 

between the sidewalk and the buildingõs interior. 

Á The Design Commission found at the February 22, 2018 hearing that the 

proposed lobby entry sequence, with the door set perpendicular to the sidewalk, 
also satisfies this guideline, providing an effective gathering space and transition 

zone between the si dewalk and the building.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C7.  Design Corners that Build Active Intersections.  Use design elements including, but not 

limited to, varying building heights, changes in façade plane, large windows, awnings, 
canopies, marque es, signs and pedestrian entrances to highlight building corners. Locate 

flexible sidewalk -level retail opportunities at building corners. Locate stairs, elevators, and 

other upper floor building access points toward the middle of the block.   
 

Findings: This guideline is met by:  

Á The glazed lobby at the northeast corner of the building, which has large 
storefront windows at the sidewalk edge wrapping around the corner.  

Á The retail space at the southeast corner, which provides flexible -sidewalk level 

retail o pportunities.  

Á Canopies which wrap around both the southeast and northeast corners.  

Á The stair and elevator locations, which are located off of the exterior walls of the 
building.  

Á The corners of the upper floors, which are highly -glazed and integrated into t he 

overall grid pattern.  

Á Glazing at the ground floor level also wraps around each corner, with structural 

columns set inside the building rather than at its face. This design helps to 

increase transparency at the corners, activating both intersections.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C8.  Differentiate the Sidewalk -Level of Buildings. Differentiate the sidewalk -level of the 

building from the middle and top by using elements including, but not limited to, different 

exterior materials, awnings, signs, and  large windows.  
   

Findings: The ground level is differentiated primarily by large, recessed 

storefront windows and entries and metal canopies which project over the 

sidewalk. This contrasts with the upper stories which are defined primarily by a 

regular m etal grid with large vinyl windows.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C9.  Develop Flexible Sidewalk -Level Spaces.  Develop flexible spaces at the sidewalk -level of 

buildings to accommodate a variety of active uses.  
 

Findings: This guideline is met by:  

Á The flexible commercial/retail spaces on the ground floor facing SE Morrison St 
and SE 9 th  Ave. These spaces open onto the sidewalks of both streets with 

multiple glazed entries and large storefront windows.  
 

At the April 19, 2018 Design Commission hearing, commissioners rejected a staff 

recommendation to add another, small, ground floor flexible active use space on the west 

side of the garage door since it would not be likely to successfully accommodate an active  
use. The Commission found that the proposed r esidential uses along SE Alder, and the 

proposed retail uses along SE 9 th  and SE Morrison sufficiently met this guideline.  
 

Therefore, this guideline is met.  
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C10.  Integrate Encroachments. Size and place encroachments in the public right -of-way to 

visuall y and physically enhance the pedestrian environment. Locate permitted skybridges 
toward the middle of the block, and where they will be physically unobtrusive. Design 

skybridges to be visually level and transparent.  
 

Findings:  This guideline is partially m et by:  

Á The m etal grid frame on the upper stories , which  projects over sidewalk and is 

well -integrated into overall design concept.  
Á The ground level canopies, which are well -integrated into the storefront system 

and brick piers.  
 

This guideline could be be tter met by:  

Á Window projections over the right -of-way remain at both the southeast and 

northeast corners of the building; however, they have been better integrated into 
the upper story grid concept than they were at the first Design Commission 

hearing on F ebruary 22, 2018. Though each corner now projects over only one 

right -of-way, and though each now utilizes the grid vocabulary found on the rest 

of the building, the protrusion of the masses out of the building on the east and 

south elevations of the build ing disrupts the purity of the form of the warehouse -
inspired building. Were these projections to be pulled back into the primary 

massing of the building, the composition of the facades would remain essentially 

the same, and the overall massing would be im proved. The Design Commission 

affirmed this finding at the April 19, 2018 hearing.  
 

The Design Commission, therefore, has denied  the requested exception to the 
Window Projections into Public Right -of-Way Code Guide (OSSC/32/#1) ; and,  

 

With the condition of  approval that the proposed window projections over the right -
of-way at the southeast and northeast corners be removed, this guideline will be 
met.  

 

C11.  Integrate Roofs and Use Rooftops.  Integrate roof function, shape, surface materials, 
and colors with the buildingõs overall design concept. Size and place rooftop mechanical 

equipment, penthouses, other components, and related screening elements to enhance views of 

the Central Cityõs skyline, as well as views from other buildings or vantage points. Develop 

rooftop terraces, gardens, and associated landscaped areas to be effective storm water 

management tools.   
 

Findings:  This guideline is partially met by:  

Á Rooftop mechanical enclosures, which appear well -integrated with the overall 

building design.  

Á A low screen, which corrals condenser units and appears well -integrated with the 

overall building design.  
Á The open screen across the east elevation of the roof deck integrates well with the 

two rooftop penthouse masses, particularly when viewed from the east. Th e 

Design Commission found at the February 22, 2018 hearing that adding a second 

open screen across the west elevation would not further increase integration of the 

two penthouse masses and could, in fact, be detrimental to the roof deck and 

landscaping.  
 

Though not yet proposed, ecoroof plantings may be required by the Bureau of 

Environmental Services on the roof and/or second floor roof terrace when the building 

permit application is submitted. Installation of an ecoroof would sit well below the 

parapet he ight and would only improve views of the roof from above. Conversion of any of 

the proposed rooftop planters to accommodate stormwater management techniques, 
similarly, would have negligible impact on the integration of landscaping or other rooftop 

element s. Should significant exterior alterations be required on the roof, a follow -up 

design review would be needed to evaluate the proposal.  
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Therefore, this guideline is met.  
 

C12.  Integrate Exterior Lighting. Integrate exterior lighting and its staging or st ructural 

components with the buildingõs overall design concept. Use exterior lighting to highlight the 

buildingõs architecture, being sensitive to its impacts on the skyline at night.  
 

Findings:  This guideline is met by:  

Á Fixtures XB, XD, and XE, which ap pear to be well -integrated with the overall 
design and have minimal impacts on the skyline at night. Fixtures XB will 

integrate well with the lobby canopy on the ground floor and with canopies over 

portions of the second floor roof terrace.  

Á The use of fixt ure XA at the ground floor canopies: Unlike the original proposal, 

which showed the LED strips simply stuck onto the canopy frame, these fixtures 

will be housed in a special, directional enclosure. Though this will still be attached 
directly to the canopy frame, the LED housing and directional up -lighting will help 

to integrate the fixtures well into the overall canopy design.  

Á Not shown, however, for fixtures XA and XB are how the electrical connections will 

function. In order to fully integrate the system , all electrical conduit, wiring, and 

transformers should be located either within the canopy frame or located on the 
interior of the building. Electrical conduit could also be successfully integrated 

into the canopies if it is located either in the recess es or above the metal deck and 

painted to match.  
 

With the condition of approval that the electrical conduit, wiring, and transformers 
associated with Fixtures XA and XB shall be located either within the canopy frame or 
located on the interior of the buil ding. Electrical conduit may also be located either in the 
recesses or above the metal deck and painted to match ; this guideline will be met.  

 

C13.   Integrate Signs.  Integrate signs and their associated structural components with the 

buildingõs overall design concept. Size, place, design, and light signs to not dominate the 

skyline. Signs should have only a minimal presence in the Portland skyline.  
 

C1-2.  Integrate Signs.  

a.  Retain and restore existing signage which reinforces the history and themes of the 

district, and permit new signage which reinforces the history and themes of the 

East Portland Grand Avenue historic district.   

b.  Carefully place signs, sign supports, and sign structures to integrate with the 
scale, color and articulation of the building des ign, while honoring the dimensional 

provisions of the sign chapter of the zoning code.   

c.  Demonstrate how signage is one of the design elements of a new or rehabilitation 

project and has been coordinated by the project designer/ architect.  Submit a 

Master Signage Program as a part of the projectõs application for a design review. 
 

Findings for C13 & C1 -2: A large, 5õ-6ó x 25õ-8ó (approximately 142 square-foot) 

projecting sign has been added to the proposal on the east elevation (Exhibits C.46 & 

C.48) since the original application, though an image containing the sign was shown at 

the first Design Commission hearing on February 22, 2018. The sign, which is attached 

to the lobby canopy, is very large in scale and placement relative to other signage in the 

dist rict ñand would be so even without the sign text. Its design detracts from the overall 
composition of the east elevation and is out of scale with other elements on that façade. 

The size of the sign would also require a modification to Sign Code development 

standards in Title 32, which has not been requested. Therefore, the proposed sign should 

be removed from the proposal.  
 

With the condition of approval that the proposed vertical projecting sign on the east 
elevation shall be removed from the proposal, thes e guidelines will be met.  
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(2) MODIFICATION REQUESTS (33.825.040)  
 

33.825.040 Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements:  
The review body may consider modification of site -related development standards, including 

the sign standards of Chap ters 32.32 and 32.34 of the Sign Code, as part of the design review 

process.  These modifications are done as part of design review and are not required to go 

through the adjustment process.  Adjustments to use -related development standards (such as 

floor area ratios, intensity of use, size of the use, number of units, or concentration of uses) are 
required to go through the adjustment process.  Modifications that are denied through design 

review may be requested as an adjustment through the adjustment proc ess.  The review body 

will approve requested modifications if it finds that the applicant has shown that the following 

approval criteria are met:  
 

A. Better meets design guidelines.   The resulting development will better meet the 
applicable design guidelines;  and  

B.  Purpose of the standard.   On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of 

the standard for which a modification is requested.  
 

Modification # 1 ð 33.140.210.B.2, Height standard:  To allow rooftop mechanical equipment, 

mechanical screen ing, stairwells, and elevator overruns to be located at up to 0õ-0ó from the 
roof edgesñwhich is less than the required 15õ-0ó to the roof edgesñto allow the area covered 

to exceed the maximum allowed 10% of roof area coverage, and to allow the mechanical screen 

and stairwells to exceed the height limit by 10õ-6ó, rather than the maximum allowed 10õ-0ó. 
 

Purpose Statement : The height standards work with the FAR, building setback, and 

building coverage standards to control the overall bulk and intensity of a n area. The EG1 

zone height limit is the same as the General Commercial zone because the EG1 zone often 
functions as a transition zone between industrial and residential or commercial zones. The 

EX zone height limit reflects its use in intense urban areas and the range of uses that are 

allowed. The other zones do not have height limits because tall buildings in these areas 

have traditionally not been a problem.  
 

Standard: 33.130.210.B.2. Rooftop mechanical equipment and stairwell enclosures that 
provide roo ftop access may extend above the height limit as follows, provided that the 

equipment and enclosures are set back at least 15 feet from all roof edges on street facing 

facades:  

a.  Elevator mechanical equipment may extend up to 16 feet above the height li mit; and  

b.  Other mechanical equipment and stairwell enclosures that cumulatively cover no 

more than 10 percent of the roof area may extend up to 10 feet above the height 
limit.  

 

A. Better meets design guidelines.  The resulting development will better me et the applicable 
design guidelines; and  

 

Findings: The proposed elements that exceed the height standard are well -screened and 

well -integrated within the overall design and concept of the building, which better meets 
Guidelines C5 ð Design for Coherency and C11 ð Integrate Roofs and Use Rooftops, than 

would more -discrete rooftop mechanical units and enclosures. The primary mechanical 

screen is a straight extension of the ribbed metal panel on the east elevation. The lower 

screen around the rooftop -condens er units corrals these otherwise -numerous units, and 

the condensers themselves allow the upper -story facades to be more coherent by obviating 
the need for perforations in the ribbed metal panels to accommodate air conditioning ports.  

 

B. Purpose of the sta ndard.  On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of the 
standard for which a modification is requested.  

 

Findings:  Among other purposes, the height limits are intended to control the overall bulk 

and intensity of an area. The primary bul k of the building will be perceived from the ground 
level and will be dominated by the main building itself. Although the additional height and 
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bulk will be more -apparent from the east, setting the taller mechanical screens back from 

the roof edge would ha ve little effect on the overall bulk of the building from a distance. 
Therefore, on balance, the purpose of the standard is met.  

 

Therefore, this modification merits approval.  
 

Modification #2 ð 33.140.230, Ground Floor Windows in the EX Zone:  To allow gro und 

floor windows facing SE Alder Street and that meet the standard to cover 44.4 % of the length 

ground level wall, rather than the required 50%.  
 

Purpose Statement : In the EX zone, blank walls on the ground level of buildings are limited 

in order to:  

Á Provide a pleasant, rich, and diverse pedestrian experience by connecting activities 

occurring within a structure to adjacent sidewalk areas, or allowing public art at the 

ground level;  
Á Encourage continuity of retail and service uses;  
Á Encourage surveillance o pportunities by restricting fortress -like facades at street 

level; and  
Á Avoid a monotonous pedestrian environment.  

 

Standard: 33.130.230.B. Required amounts of window area. In the EX zone, all exterior 

walls on the ground level which are 20 feet or closer t o a street lot line, sidewalk, plaza, or 
other public open space or right -of-way must have windows. The windows must be at least 

50 percent of the length and 25 percent of the ground level wall area. Ground level wall 

areas include all exterior wall areas up to 9 feet above the finished grade. The requirement 

does not apply to the walls of residential units, and does not apply to the walls of parking 

structures when set back at least 5 feet and landscaped to at least the L2 standard.  
 

Standard: 33.130.230.C . Qualifying window features. Required window areas must be 

either windows that allow views into working areas or lobbies, pedestrian entrances, or 

display windows set into the wall. Display cases attached to the outside wall do not qualify. 

The bottom of the windows must be no more than 4 feet above the adjacent exterior grade.  
 

A. Better meets design guidelines.  The resulting development will better meet the applicable 
design guidelines; and  

B. Purpose of the standard.  On balance, the proposal will be co nsistent with the purpose of the 
standard for which a modification is requested.  

 

Findings: Of the four ground floor window bays on the north elevation, only three bays ñ

two of which look into the lobby and one of which looks into a relocated leasing office , and 

all of which comprise 44.4% of the ground level wall length ñmeet the standard and also 
satisfactorily meet the design review approval criteria addressing the ground floor and 

adjacent pedestrian environment outside the building, which are A7 ð Establ ish and 

Maintain a Sense of Urban Enclosure, A8 ð Contribute to a Vibrant Streetscape, B1 ð 

Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System, B4 ð Provide Stopping and Viewing Places, 

C1 ð Enhance View Opportunities, C1 -1 ð Integrate Parking, and C9 ð Develop F lexible 

Sidewalk Level Spaces. A fourth window bay is proposed which provides views directly into 
the parking area and, more -specifically, one of the parking stackers, neither of which 

constitutes a òworking area or lobby, pedestrian entrance, or display window set into the 

walló to meet the standard, and the view into the parking area does not better meet the 

applicable design guidelines . 
 

The Design Commission commented on this specific issue at the applicantsõ second Design 
Advice Request hearing held on  July 6, 2017 (EA 17 -107653 DA) and again at the first 

design review hearing, held on February 22, 2018. At the DAR hearing, Commissioners 

specifically stated that the lobby should be extended one more bay to the west, or that an 

office should be placed in  that space ñwhich is now included in the proposal. As for the 

window into the garage, the Commission stated at the DAR hearing that they would only 
support it òif it had a reason for being there, like a door into a retail space.ó At the first 
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design review  hearing on February 22, 2018, the majority stated again that the standard 

should be fully met.  
 

However, at the April 19, 2018 Design Commission hearing, commissioners determined 

that providing a window into an additional active/flexible use space on the west side of the 

garage door would have little value, as the space would be too small to be functional. 

Therefore, commissioners determined that an artistic response may better meet Guidelines  

A8 ð Contribute to a Vibrant Streetscape, C1 ð Enhance View Opp ortunities, and C1-1 ð 
Integrate Parking . The Design Commission specifically found  that a laser cut metal art 

screen,  in place of the proposed windows  and  designed and constructed by the same artist  

as the other two proposed art pieces inside and on the ex terior of the building , would also 

better satisfy Guideline A5 -4 ð Incorporate Works of Art, and required a condition of 

approval for this to be installed.  
 

The purpose of the ground floor windows standard is to provide a pleasant, rich, and 

diverse pedest rian experience by connecting activities occurring within a structure to 

adjacent sidewalk areas, or allowing public  art at the ground level; to encourage continuity 

of retail and service uses; and to encourage surveillance opportunities by restricting 

for tress -like facades at street level . With the extension of active uses along SE Alder St, in 

the form of the lobby and leasing office, and with the addition of a laser cut metal screen, 
as described above, the Commission found that the proposal will provide  a pleasant, rich, 

and diverse pedestrian environment and encourage surveillance opportunities at the 

ground level along SE Alder St . 
 

With a condition of approval requiring that a laser -cut metal art screen , designed by the same 
artist as other work in th e building , shall be installed in place of the proposed storefront windows 
to the west of the garage door along SE Alder Street , this Modification will merit approval.  
 

Modification #3  ð 33.266.130.F.2, Parking space and aisle dimensions : To allow the prop osed 

mechanical parking spaces to be less than the required 8õ-6ó in width at their openings to 

accommodate structural supports for the mechanical parking system.  
 

Purpose Statement : Purpose. The development standards promote vehicle areas which are 
safe and attractive for motorists and pedestrians. Vehicle area locations are restricted in 

some zones to promote the desired character of those zones. Together with the transit street 

building setback standards in the base zone chapters, the vehicle area restri ctions for sites 

on transit streets and in Pedestrian Districts:  

Á Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and  
Á Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.  

 

The parking area layout standards are intended  to promote safe circulation within the 

parking area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas, 

and provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback and landscaping 

standards:  
Á Improve and soften the appeara nce of parking areas;  

Á Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially 

from adjacent residential zones;  

Á Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;  

Á Direct traffic in parking areas;  

Á Shade and cool parking areas;  
Á Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;  

Á Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and  

Á Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution.  
 

Standard: 33.266.130.F.2. Parking spa ce and aisle dimensions. Parking spaces and aisles 

must meet the minimum dimensions contained in Table 266 -4. For stacked parking areas, 
see Section 33.266.140 below.  
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Table 266-4 
Minimum Parking Space and Aisle Dimensions [1,2] 

Angle  
(A) 

Width 
(B) 

Curb 
Length 
(C) 

1 Way Aisle 
Width  
(D) 

2 Way Aisle 
Width 
(D) 

Stall  
Depth  
(E) 

0° (Parallel) 8 ft. 22 ft. 6 in. 12 ft. 20 ft. 8 ft. 

30° 8 ft. 6 in. 17 ft. 12 ft. 20 ft. 15 ft. 

45° 8 ft. 6 in. 12 ft. 12 ft. 20 ft. 17 ft. 

60° 8 ft. 6 in. 9 ft. 9 in. 16 ft.  20 ft. 17 ft. 6 in. 

90° 8 ft. 6 in. 8 ft. 6 in. 20 ft. 20 ft. 16 ft. 

Notes: 
[1] See Figure 266-4. 
[2] See Section 33.266.130.F.3 for information on parking spaces for the disabled. 

 

A. Better meets design guidelines.  The resulting development will better  meet the applicable 

design guidelines; and  
 

Findings: The proposal to allow narrower parking spaces at the entry into individual 

parking spaces comes about because vehicle parking stackers are employed. The structure 

supporting these stackers partially r educes the width of the parking spaces at their opening 

onto the aisle. However, this narrower opening allows for the provision of the desired 

amount of parking while allotting more space on the ground floor with devoted to active 

usesñspecifically, the la rge retail spaces fronting SE Morrison St and SE 9 th  Ave. The 
proposed Modification, therefore, better meets Guidelines A8 ð Contribute to a Vibrant 

Streetscape, and C9 ð Develop Flexible Sidewalk -Level Spaces.  
 

B. Purpose of the standard.  On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of the 
standard for which a modification is requested.  

 

Findings:  The parking area layouts standards ñspecifically the parking space and aisle 
dimensions ñare, ultimately, designed to promote the safe circulation of vehicles within 

parking areas. Though the proposed parking spaces and the garage entry will be narrower 

than the code standard, these spaces will be occupied by tenants of the building, and they 

will likely use these spaces on a daily basis ñultimately b ecoming familiar with the 

particulars of entering and exiting the parking spaces and parking area. Therefore, since 
this garage is not intended for public visitor use, repeat users will be able to safely navigate 

the tighter spaces, retaining the desire fo r safe circulation of vehicles within parking areas 

and meeting the purpose of the standards.    
 

Therefore, this Modifications merits approval.   
 

Modification #4 ð 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks:  To allow proposed long -term bicycle 
parking racks, hung ver tically on the wall, to be spaced at 1õ-6ó with a vertical stagger of 8ó 

rather than the required 2õ-0ó.  
 

Purpose Statement : These standards ensure that required bicycle parking is designed so 

that bicycles may be securely locked without undue inconvenien ce and will be reasonably 

safeguarded from intentional or accidental damage.  
 

Standard: 33.266.220.C.3.b. A space 2 feet by 6 feet must be provided for each required 

bicycle parking space, so that a bicycle six feet long can be securely held with its frame  

supported so that the bicycle cannot be pushed or fall in a manner that will damage the 

wheels or components. See Figure 266 -11.  
 

A. Better meets design guidelines.  The resulting development will better meet the applicable 
design guidelines; and  
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Finding s: The Modification request addresses long -term bicycle parking spaces in the 

basement bike room, which shows 132 spaces, though only 129 spaces meet all 
development standards other than the standard for which the Modification request is being 

made. These racks will be hung vertically on the walls in the bike room, with an 8ó 

minimum stagger, as stated. Vertically -mounted bike rack spaces are also indicated in each 

dwelling unit on sheet App.06; however, these are shown with the full 2õ-0ó space. 
 

The narro wer spacing of the racks in the basement bike room will allow for a greater 
number of bikes to be stored in the basement, ensuring that there remains plenty of room 

for active uses on the ground floor along the street - and walkway -facing edges of the 

build ingña development pattern which also fits in well with nearby development ñbetter 

meeting Guidelines A1 ð Integrate the River, A5 ð Enhance, Embellish, and Identify Areas, 

A8 ð Contribute to a Vibrant Streetscape, C4 ð Complement the Context of Existing 

Bui ldings, and C9 ð Develop Flexible Sidewalk -Level Spaces.  
 

B. Purpose of the standard.  On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of the 
standard for which a modification is requested.  

 

Findings:  As stated above, the proposed racks will b e hung vertically on walls in the bike 

room. The proposed product information sheet shows that these racks are also staggered 

vertically on the wall, providing room for handlebars and peddles to overlap without 
snagging or interfering with one another. Thu s, the purpose statement of the standard, 

which states that the standards ensure that bikes can be locked without undue 

inconvenience and are reasonably safeguarded from damage, is met, on balance.  
 

Therefore, this Modification merits approval.   
 

DEVELOPME NT STANDARDS   
 

Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to 

meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process.  The plans 
submitted for a building or zoning permit must d emonstrate that all development standards of 

Title 33 can be met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior 

to the approval of a building or zoning permit.  
 

CONCLUSIONS  
 

A majority of the Design Commission (four Commissione rs) voted to approve the Design Review 

proposal and approve all four requested Modifications at the April 19, 2018 hearing, adopting 

the April 13, 2018 staff report, with revisions. Two Commissioners abstained in the final vote 

(counting as a ònoó vote), one of whom cited a lack of coherent resolution of the grid, balconies, 
and brick areas on the upper stories ñparticularly at the lobby area on the east elevation; and 

the other who cited lack of contextual response of the overall design to the district.  
 

The design review process exists to promote the conservation, enhancement, and continued 

vitality of areas of the City with special scenic, architectural, or cultural value. With conditions 

of approval, the  proposal meets th e applicable design guidelines and  modification criteria and, 
therefore, warrants approval . 
 

DESIGN COMMISSION DE CISION  
 

It is the decision of the Design Commission to approve  Design Review  for  the proposed nine -

story retail and multi -dwelling residential mixed -use building in the Central Eastside 

Subdistrict of the Central City Plan District.  
 

Approval  of the fol lowing Modification  requests:  

1) 33.140.210.B.2, Height standard : To allow rooftop mechanical equipment, mechanical 
screening, stairwells, and elevator overruns to be located at up to  0õ-0ó from the roof 

edgesñwhich is less than the required 15õ-0ó to the roof edgesñto allow the area 

covered to exceed the maximum allowed 10% of roof area coverage, and to allow the 
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mechanical screen and stairwells to exceed the height limit by 10õ-6ó, rather than the 

maximum allowed 10õ-0ó. 
2) 33.140.230, Ground Floor Windows in the EX Zone : To allow ground floor windows 

facing SE Alder Street and that meet the standard to cover 44.4% of the length ground 

level wall, rather than the required 50%.  

3) 33.266.130 .F.2, Parking space and aisle dimensions : To allow the proposed mechanical 

parking spaces to be less than the required 8õ-6ó in width at their openings to 

accommodate structural supports for the mechanical parking system.  
4) 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks : To allow proposed long -term bicycle parking racks, 

hung vertically on the wall, to be spaced at 1õ-6ó with a vertical stagger of 8ó rather than 

the required 2õ-0ó. 
 

It is the decision of the Design Commission to deny  the requested exception  to the Window 

Projections into Public Right -of-Way Code Guide (OSSC/32/#1) ñsee Condition of Approval H . 
 

Approvals per Exhibits C.04 through C.101 , signed, stamped, and dated 05/01/2018 , subject 

to the following conditions:  
 

A. As part of the building permit application subm ittal, the following development -related 

conditions (B through I) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included 

as a sheet in the numbered set of plans.  The sheet on which this information appears 
must be labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File  LU 17 -107667 DZM ".  All 

requirements must be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other 

required plan and must be labeled "REQUIRED."  
 

B.  At the time of building permit submittal, a signed Certificate of Compliance form 

(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658 ) must be submitted to ensure 
the permit plans comply with the Design/Historic Resource Review decision and 

approved exhibits.  
 

C. No field changes all owed.  
 

D.  A laser -cut metal art screen design ed by the same artist as other work in the building 

shall be installed in place of the proposed storefront windows to the west of the garage 
door along SE Alder Street . 
 

E.  The proposed vertical projecting sign on the  east elevation shall be removed from the 

proposal.  
 

F. Any relocation of the transformer and switch vault to a location on the site or within the 
building at or above the ground floor shall be reviewed through a follow -up design 

review.  
 

G. The proposed overhea d door shall be composed primarily of translucent panels.  
 

H.  The proposed window projections over the right -of-way at the southeast and northeast 

corners shall be removed.  
 

I.  The electrical conduit, wiring, and transformers associated with Fixtures XA and XB 

shall be located either within the canopy frame or located on the interior of the building. 

Electrical conduit may also be located either in the recesses or above the metal deck 

and painted to match.  
 

==============================================  

 

By:  _____________________________________________ 

Julie Livingston , Design Commission Chair  
  

Application Filed:  January 19, 2017  Decision Rendered: April 19, 2018  
Decision Filed: April 20, 2018  Decision Mailed: May 4, 2018  

 

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658
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About this Decision. This land use de cision is not a permit  for development.  Permits may 

be required prior to any work.  Contact the Development Services Center at 503 -823 -7310 for 
information about permits.  
 

Procedural Information.   The application for this land use review was submitted on January 

19, 2017 , and was determined to be complete on July 7, 2017 . 
 

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080  states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under 

the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the 
applicat ion is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days.  Therefore , this 

application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on January 19, 2017 . 
 

ORS 227.178  states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications  

within 120 -days of the application being deemed complete.  The 120 -day review period may be 

waived or extended at the request of the applicant.  In this case, the applicant waived the 120 -

day review period, as stated with Exhibit G.2.   The review period w ill  expire on : July 7, 
2018.  
 

Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant.  

As required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the 

applicant to show that the approval criteria are met.   This report is the final decision of the 

Design Commission with input from other City and public agencies.  
 

Conditions of Approval.   This approval may be subject to a number of specific conditions, 

listed above.  Compliance with the applicable conditions  of approval must be documented in 

all related permit applications.  Plans and drawings submitted during the permitting process 

must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met.  Any project elements that are 

specifically required by condition s of approval must be shown on the plans, and labeled as 
such.  
 

These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews.  

As used in the conditions, the term òapplicantó includes the applicant for this land use review, 

any person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the 

use or development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future 
owners of the property subject to this land use review.  
 

Appeal of this decision.   This decision is final unless appealed to City Council, who will hold a 

public hearing.  Appeals must be filed by 4:30 pm on May 18, 2018  at 1900 SW Fourth Ave.  

Appeals can be filed at the 5 th  floor reception desk of 1900 SW 4 th  Avenue Monday through 

Fr iday between 8:00 am and 4:30 pm.   Information and assistance in filin g an appeal is 
available from the Bureau of Development Services in the Development Services Center or the 

staff planner on this case.  You may review the file on this case by appointmen t at, 1900 SW 

Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000, Portland, Oregon 97201.  Please call the file review line at 503 -

823 -7617 for an appointment.  
 

If this decision is appealed, a hearing will be scheduled and you will be notified of the date and 
time of the hearing.  The decision of City Council is final; any further appeal is to the Oregon 

Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).  
 

Upon submission of their application, the applicant for this land use review chose to waive the 

120 -day time frame in which the City must render a decision.  This additional time allows for 

any appeal of this proposal to be held as an evidentiary hearing, one in which new evidence 
can be submitted to City Council.  
 

Who can appeal:   You may appeal the decision only if you have written a letter which  was 

received before the close of the record at the hearing or if you testified at the hearing, or if you 

are the property owner or applicant.  Appeals must be filed within 14 days of the decision .  An 

appeal fee of $5,000 .00  will be charged (one -half of t he application fee for this case , up 
to a maximum of $5,000.00 ). 
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Neighborhood associations may qualify for a waiver of the appeal fee.  Additional information 

on how to file and the deadline for filing an appeal will be included with the decision.  
Assist ance in filing the appeal and information on fee waivers are available from the Bureau of 

Development Services in the Development Services Center, 1900 SW Fourth Ave., First Floor.    

Fee waivers for neighborhood associations require a vote of the authoriz ed body of your 

association.  Please see appeal form for additional information.  
 

Recording the final decision.    
If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision will be recorded with the Multnomah 

County Recorder.  

¶ Unless appealed,  the final decisi on will be recorded after May 21, 2018,  by the Bureau of 

Development Services.  
 

The applicant, builder, or a representative does not need to record the final decision with the 

Multnomah County Recorder.  
 

For further information on your recording documents  please call the Bureau of Development 

Services Land Use Services Division at 503 -823 -0625.    
 

Expiration of this approval.   An approval expires three years from the date the final decision 

is rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the appro ved activity has begun.  
 

Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not 
issued for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a 

new land use review will be required bef ore a permit will be issued for the remaining 

development, subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.  
 

Zone Change and Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment approvals do not expire.        
 

Applying for your permits.   A building permit, occupancy permit , or development permit must 

be obtained before carrying out this project.  At the time they apply for a permit, permittees 

must demonstrate compliance with:  

¶ All conditions imposed here.  

¶ All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as  part of this land use 

review.  

¶ All requirements of the building code.  

¶ All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable 

ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.  
    

Benjamin Nielsen  
April 20, 2018  

 

The Bureau  of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to 
information and hearings.  Please notify us no less than five business days prior 
to the event if you need special accommodations. Call 503 -823 -7300 (TTY 503 -
823 -6868).  
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EXHIBITS  ð NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INICATED  
 

A. Applicantõs Submittals 

1.  Original Design Review Package, dated and received 01/19/2017  

2.  Response to Incomplete Letter, received 07/07/2017  

3.  Letter requesting to place the application on hold, received 07/10/2017  

4.  Revised Drawing Package, d ated 01/03/2018 and received 01/04/2018  
5.  Design Review Narrative, received 01/04/2018  

6.  Geotechnical Report, dated 04/12/2017 and received 01/04/2018  

7.  Preliminary Stormwater Report, dated 12/13/2017 and received 01/04/2018  

8.  Email response to staff preliminary d esign comments, additional items request, and 

pre -hearing deadlines, received 02/05/2018  
9.  Revised Drawing Package, dated 02/22/2018 and received 02/05/2018  

B.  Zoning Map (attached)  

C. Plan & Drawings  

01-03.  Not used.  
04.  Existing Site Survey  

05.  Preliminary Grad ing Plan  
06.  Composite Utility Plan  

07-09.  Not used.  
10.  Site Plan  

11.  Basement Plan  

12.  Floor Plan Level 01  (attached)  
13.  Floor Plan Level 02  

14.  Floor Plan Level 03  

15.  Floor Plan Level 04  

16.  Floor Plan Levels 05 -09  

17.  Floor Plan Roof Deck  

18.  Floor Plan Upper Roof  
19-29.  Not used.  
30.  Elevation ð East  

31.  Elevation ð East  (attached)  

32.  Elevations ð North and South  

33.  Elevations ð North and South  (attached)  
34.  Elevation ð West  

35.  Elevation ð West  (attached)  

36.  Elevations (Hidden)  

37.  Elevations ( Hidden)  

38.  Elevations ð Courtyard  

39.  Elevations ð Courtyard  
40.  Composite Sheet  

41.  Composite Sheet  

42.  Composite Sheet  

43.  Composite Sheet  

44.  Composite Sheet  
45.  Section North/South  

46.  Section East/West  

47  Sightlines  

48.  Sightlines  

49.  Not used.  
50.  Details  
51.  Details  

52.  Details  

53.  Details  
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54.  Details  

55.  Details  
56.  Details  

57.  Details  

58-69.  Not used.  
70.  Landscape Site Plan  

71.  Landscape Courtyard Plan  

72.  Landscape Courtyard Materials  
73.  Landscape Courtyard Materials  

74.  Landscape Roof Plan  

75.  Landscape Roof Materials  

76-79.  Not used.  
80.  Exterior RCP Level 01  
81.  Exterior RCP Level 02  

82-84.  Not used.  
85.  Lighting Cut Sheets  

86.  Lighting Cut Sheets  

87.  Lighting Cut Sheets  

88.  Lighting Cut Sheets  
89.  Lighting Cut Sheets  

90.  Material Cut Sheets  

91.  Material Cut Sheets  

92.  Material Cut Sheets  

93.  Material Cut Sheets  
94.  Material Cut Sheets  

95.  Material Cut Sheets  

96.  Material Cut Sheets  

97.  Not used.  
98.  Material Cut Sheets  

99.  Material Cut Sheets  
100.  Public Art (sheet App 12)  

101.  Public Art (s heet App 13)  

D.  Notification information:  

1.  Request for response  

2.  Posting letter sent to applicant  
3.  Notice to be posted  

4.  Applicantõs statement certifying posting 

5.  Mailed notice  

6.  Mailing list  

E.  Agency Responses:   

1.  Water Bureau  
2.  Site Development Review Section of BDS  

3.  Life Safety Review Section of BDS  

4.  Fire Bureau  

5.  Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review  

6.  Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division  
7.  Bureau of Environmental Services  

F. Letters  

1.  Martha Koerner and Bill Dieter, 2/22/2018, testimony requesting revisi ons  

G. Other  

1.  Original LUR Application  

2.  Signed Request for an Evidentiary Hearing and Waiver of a Right to a Decision within 
120 Days, received 01/19/2017  

3.  Pre-application Conference Summary Notes (EA 16 -280945 PC)  

4.  Email to Vic Remmers confirming vesting process , sent 1/30/2017  
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5.  Incomplete Application Letter, dated 02/17/2017  

5a.  Service bureau responses, sent 04/03/2017  
6.  Email chain between staff and applicants re: FAR calculations, 07/06/2017 ð 

08/11/2016  

7.  Email from staff to applicant re: potential loading modif ication, 10/26/2017  

8.  Copy of approved driveway design exception, received 01/11/2018  

9.  Email from staff to applicant re: preliminary design comments, additional items 

requests, and pre -hearing deadlines, sent 01/25/2018  
H.  Hearing  

1.  Staff Report, dated 02/13/2018  

2.  Staff Memo to Design Commission  

3.  Staff Presentation to Design Commission, dated 02/22/2018  

4.  Applicantõs Presentation to Design Commission, presented 02/22/2018 
5.  Copy of PBOT UVE application, received 04/05/2018  

6.  Email chain re: westernmost ground floor window along SE Alder St, 04/05 ð 

04/06/2018.  

7.  Revised Drawing Set, received 04/06/2018 and dated 04/19/2018  

8.  Revised Staff Report, dated 04/13/2018  

9.  Staff Memo to Design Commission, dated 04/13/2018  
10.  Staff Presentation to Design Commission, dated 04/19/2018  

11.  Applican tõs Presentation to Design Commission, presented 04/19/2018

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 


